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Court of Appeals of the District of Colombia 


No. 2855. 

John- Hays Hammond, Appellant, 

VS. 

illard D. Doremus et al. 

“ Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In Equity. No. 33509. 

John Hays Hammond, Plaintiff, 

Willard D. Doremus, Addison G DuBois, and John C. Gittinos 

Defendants. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

i- e c r n «* °f 

hereina ter mentioned , ,n * a,(1 Diptrip ‘- «t the times 

in g s had. in W? : "" ^ a " d ^ 


1 Bill. 

Filed June 16, 1915. 

Tn the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In Equity. No. 33509. 

John Hays Hammond 

D - Cores, us, Atoms a DuBois, .mi Jobs C, Om.so. 

T vt tesri'a ?.' 1 ” 1 - f 

tei SifaS"o7 , Si«r;„ii t, vi; niw *••*-* * 

chusetts, and sues in his own right 0omi "^weaIth of Maasa- 
2 ' T l-2 t 855 d a efen<1antS are ChiZenS ° f tHe United States and «*i- 
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JOHN HAYS HAMMOND VS. 


dents of the district of Colnmhia, and each is sued in his own 
right. 

3. That heretofore, to wit. on or about the 5th day of January, 

1010. there was organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, 
a corporation known as the General Cotton Securities Company, 
with a capital stock of ten million dollars, divided into one hundred 
thousand shares of the par value of one hundred dollars each; 
of which thirty thousand shares were of preferred stock, and 
seventy thousand shares were of common stork. That for certain 
value given to the said corporation there were issued thirty thou¬ 
sand shares of common stock and fourteen thousand shares of pre¬ 
ferred stock. That the said preferred stock was lodged with the 
United States Trust Company, of Washington. District of Colum¬ 
bia. as trustee: and the said common stock was issued to the plain¬ 
tiff. and to Daniel J. Sully and Frank S. Bright, as voting 

2 trustees, to hold for a period of five years, under the terms 
of a voting trust agreement signed by common stock holders. 

That the said voting trustees thereupon issued voting trust certifi¬ 
cates to the holders of the said common stock, and in lieu thereof, 
and among others, certificates representing ten thousand shares of 
common stock to one John P. Miller. Trustee. 

4. That thereafter, to wit. on or about, the 3rd dav of March, 

1011. the defendants Doremus and DuBois. acting by the defend¬ 
ant Gittings and another as attorneys, filed their bill in equity in 
thi- court, in cause numbered 30.002. in which they claimed that, 
of the voting trust certificates issued to the said Miller, certificates 
representing four thousand five hundred and fifty shares of common 
stock were the property of the defendant Doremus, and certificates 
representing two thousand two hundred and seventy-five shares of 
the common stock were the pro^ertv of the defendant DuBois; and 
also that five thousand shares of the said preferred stock were the 
pro|>erty of the defendant Doremus. and two thousand five hun¬ 
dred shares of the preferred stock were the property of the defend¬ 
ant DuBois: and thev prayed, because of certain facts alleged in 
their bill, that the voting trust he declared dissolved, and that said 
certificates should l>e delivered up to them, and upon presentation 
of said certificates, the voting trustees should deliver up to them the 
shares of common stock represented bv said certificates: and that 
the United States Trust Company should deliver up to them respect¬ 
ively the named number of shares of the preferred stock of said 
company. That, upon bearing, a final decree was passed, directing 
this to l>e done: a copy of which decree, together with the remarks , 
of the court in passing the same, is attached hereto, marked Exhibit 

A. and prayed to 1 >e read as a part hereof. 

3 r>. That neither the United States Trust Company nor the < 
voting trustees held certificates of stock representing the ex¬ 
act number of shares of stock to which the defendants Doremus and 
DuBois were held to l>e entitled, and they therefore delivered to the 
said defendants, through their attorney, the defendant Gittings, 
certificates of stock representing shares of stock in excess of the 
number of shares so decreed, and accompanied such certificates with 
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sstessa*' ~ M *««»" -min ,h. a „ in 

•S'llly aeainst iln^pi^ry,f^ff 1 ' l>v tlle Hamel J. 

Justice Stafford of the Supreme Curt nf ,1’" n° r . rial before Mr 
and a J'tv, on the 13th dav of aC iqi *! l ? , !fT t ? f Columbia, 
appeared as attorney for the said i a® def ‘I ndant Sittings 

r)uRo,s were present as witness on b eh K f h f, «" d .^nms and 
hearings were continued from day f !‘. e aald s >% i that 

joumment on Friday, the 21n dnvof he h ° Ur of ad ' 

adjourned at three o’clock in tlt ',fm ’ ’ 1 ?, 15 ’ ' vl ? en ; fw rt being 
at eight minutes past four o’clock fronTlV , e . p aln tiff took train 
of New York, to attend to important in • " ashl 'J ston ’ to the City 
That, upon the arriyal of the ^ i business and personal matters 
the Plaintiff was $? <*'? °f Baltimore. 

Baltimore Oitv Marvin nH t, ? u °* ^ le Superior Court of 

of Which the defendant Horenilw was Sintf/T*™ ]"• tr °, Ver ’ in one 
"Inch the defendant DuBois was plnintlff ^’,/ 11 ^ ,n t le °ther of 
as attorneys for the plaintiff , P l , , and in each of which 

Justin M.'Chamberlin ^Td aJTlV d *1° defend; >"* Sittings, one 
Sittings and Chamberlin being partner' ^®FPer Constalale; the said 

trict of Columbia, and the fald Cnn t m la ": in the Dis - 
4 the City of Baltimore. Thai .'. practicing law in 

upon this plaintiff in • i p,e? the complaints served 
Exhibits B and C and prayed oasea are hereto attached, marked 
jjlnintiff i, tl.j. hill. Th« 

the courts of Maryland he is renniZt l ' * ,a "’ and Practice of 

suits within fifteen days after l l" app ® nr and P'ead to said 
7. That thereafter.- in the n o °-/" ne ’ 1fl16 - 
against this plaintiff, the defendant Citt j' anSe of said Sully 

a certificate of the common stock of the P prod, 1 K X d in °P en court 
Company for 29,935 shares, in the name S . C ? t ° n ' Seo,,ri ties 
«lnch was attached a letter addressed' p, n /* d \, otlnff trustees, to 
Ceneral Cotton Securities Pm nr,™ *• th ? transfer officers of the 
by .said Sully and Bright P f" V ’ ? 1Rned b y this plaintiff, and 

1«13. a copy of which letter is' hereto*l®"* 1 d , nM J,,n ° 4th - 
and prayed to be read as a part !f a” i ai h marked Exhibit D. 
the defendant Puttings produced in'n " ‘ la * the same time 
preferred stock of the «nid Pp n ?n^ en °o llrt a ce rtificate of the 

to which was attached a letter frmn the TT^ a 1 ^' 6 Manager, 
Company to the General fW* c the . J nited States Trust 
June 13,h, 1913. « copy of Iddeh < t° mpan - v - dated 

marked Exhibit E and' n™wi J ett( T 18 Jlei *eto attached 

hill. That the said Sully tliere'mon^tes'rfi'd'n a \ a part of this 
tings did not hold the said certificate 1 fied , f ha * the defendant Git- 
tornev. That in the said trial b'Tl i * he aaid Sully’s ab 
after offered as a witness for the said'^ f | n {| anf D oremus was there- 
stance that, after the final decree T hi! 9 ;V nd . te J ilRed ' in sul> 
eeive back h,s certificates of stock; that h^dieted’Ws ^mef to 
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act as lie thought liest in the matter; that he was later in¬ 
formed that his said attorney had made application for trans¬ 
fer of said stock to one Atherton, the treasurer of said com¬ 
pany; that he had no knowledge of the matter except what his at¬ 
torney told him. before he brought, the said trover suit in Maryland. 
That in the said trial the defendant DuBois was thereafter pro¬ 
duced as a witness for the said Sully, and testified that the decree of 
this court in equity cause No. 30.002, had been performed so far 
as the court s requirements of the parties defendant to said cause 

were concerned. , .. „ u 

8. That plaintiff is informed, and upon l>ehef avers, that, while 

to an attorney learned in the practices of law. trover is known to 
l>e simply a form of action for the recovery of damages, yet to one 
not so learned, and to the general public, it appears to be what it 
in fact states, an action for the fraudulent conversion by the de¬ 
fendant, of the property of the plaintiff. And plaintiff charges that 
the said change of forum and said form of action were deliberately 
selected by the defendants Doremus and DuBois, under the advice 
of their attorney, the defendant Cuttings, for the express purpose of 
evading the jurisdiction of this court, and of harassing this plain¬ 
tiff and not with anv expectation or hope of recovering damages 
as all of the defendants well knew that the defendants Doremus and 
DuBois were entitled to no damages from or against thD plaintiff. 

9. That the subject matter of the said equity cause. No. 30.002, 
in this court, embraces all the claims, rights, and remedies of the 
defendants Doremus and DuBois again^ this plaintiff for or on 
account of the shares of stock mentioned in Exhibits B and C, 
filed herewith, and that this court had and exercised in said equity 

cause full jurisdiction of all said claims and rights, and, 
0 after a full and final hearing, adjudicated and decreed the 
said subject matter as is -liown by the Exhibit A aforesaid, 
that this plaintiff is advised that he has fully performed and com¬ 
plied with the adjudication and decree so made and entered by this 
court, and that lie is entitled to the protection of this court from 
fmlher litigation of the aforesaid subject matter, and especially 
from the suits instituted in the Superior Court, of Baltimore City. 
Maryland, as shown by the aforesaid Exhibits B and C. 

10 That the plaintiff is advised and so avers that the defendants 
Doremus and DuBois being residents of the District of Columbia, 
and having submitted their aforesaid controversy and rights and 
claims against this plaintiff, and the subject matter aforesaid to the 
adjudication of this court, should he restrained and enjoined from 
again vexing the plaintiff in another forum in reference to the same 
rights, claims, and subject matter, and from endeavoring to evade 
the adjudication and decree made as aforesaid bv this court, and 
from depriving the plaintiff of the full protection of the same, or 
imposing upon the plantiff the hardship and great expense of estab¬ 
lishing in a court of another jurisdiction the adjudication and decree 

so made and entered by this court, 

11. That the defendant Cuttings has. as aforesaid, in lus posses¬ 
sion the certificates representing the shares of stock mentioned in 
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k, “e X e 5i7e an ? is M % in(orm ^ of all of 

participate in obtaininVthe d 2",7 2? No ' 30002 - «"d «lid 

and assisting the defendants Doremus and'DuRo^^^fV,^ “J*" 8 
<*> evade the said deeroo .,ml • u \. and 1 i, . uHois m their efforts 

„ tection of the s^e ^nd1r!h e c v V 1 "'?^ ° f the { " U P"> 

‘ to annov and vex him In thl ¥ or * •?/ th . e said defendants 

land. n ° W Pendi "« in «" Superior 

court will teke'judk'^ n2tt2ft[ieT!,] Und - therefore aver ? that this 
mgs in the aforesaide<S V^l n ~ords a ," d P™"* 

records, and that only with 22 dim n’ th f sa,ne l,eln K of its 
plaintiff he able to prove an 2fl? y -/ nd e '? ense ‘he 

mgs, in his defense and tor i,! , i , t e sllld records and proceed- 
stituted in the Superior Court of RMS? 10 "’ 2 tha aforesaid suits in¬ 
to require the plaEso7 dot and ‘ hat 

ther advised and so charges that to oive ti' e<|mt j V \ ‘^ nd . be is fur- 
effect. and give this plaintiff the f„IMw> o'/ .u 1 " decree its proper 

that the said decree shall he sunnlemenJd'k 1 ,! ereo f: '* ' s necessary 
prayed for. supplemented by the injunction hereby 

Wherefore the plaintiff prays: 

of them *requiring °thonMo "inno * y f ° the defendn nts and each 

this bill. 9 R e ' n ap P ear and ans "'er to the exigencies of 

in »».-■ Ij M. 

from prosecuting the aforesaid suit- in i *' fi " a def>ree - specifically 
of Baltimore City. Maryland or nemiittin2tT ' n * ,e 8 "P er,or P'ourt, 
and generally from bringing an v suit t l0 sa ! ne to ^ prosecuted, 
taking part in the hrin2na of i f ln . ,aw or . in equity, or 

his personal representatives either 7 ' 72 a8a . ,n ?!' this plaintiff, or 
the ownership hy ^he defendant Doll Y 2 l' ldim ' tlv - involving 
of the General nnd , 2' Bois of th * stock 

matter of said equity suit No. ,30.002 " n<1 was tbe subject 

* ..hi t defe , n,,, .r mx «"* °< 

4. That the plaintiff may have such other and f nr fLo r c 
— prop,, and ,„» ,™”ht St, 

-JOHN HAYS HAMMOND 
By PHILIP WALKER, 

PHILIP WALKER, Attorney, 

A ttorney for Plaintiff. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

r «' m P 5» H. 11 '' 1 ' Tft on “* h ** ‘I’M 

afcov, entitled the. the „id pto’ffSktf 
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trict of Columbia; that I have read the said bill, by me subscribed in 
his behalf, and know the content* thereof ; and that I verily believe 
the facts stated therein to he true. pmLIp WALKER . 

Subscribed and sworn to before me. this lb" day of June, 1015. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk , 

• By F. E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Assistant Clerk. 


Exhibit A. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Holding a Special Term of Equity Court. 

In Equity. No. 30002. 

Willard D. Doremus, Addison G. Du Bois, Complainants, 

vs. 

John Hays Hammond, Daniel J. Sully, Frank S. Bright, John 
I\ Miller, and United States Trust Company. Defendants. 

This cause came on for final hearing this term and was duly 
0 argued by counsel, and it appearing to the Court that the 
complainants are entitled to the relict sought by the hill of 
complaint filed in this cause, and thereupon and upon consideration 
thereof, it is this 2nd day of June, 1013. Adjudged, ordered and de¬ 
creed that the defendants Daniel J. Sully and Frank S. Bright, be 
an they hereby are jointly and severally commanded to deliver to 
the complainant. Willard D. Doremus or to bis attorney, trust certifi¬ 
cates Nos. 4. 5, 6. 7, 8, 9, and 10. representing respectively shares of 
the common stock of the General Cqtton Securities Company, and to 
Addison G. Du Bois trust certificates Nos. 12, 13, 10 and 17, repre¬ 
senting respectiv-ly shares of the common stock of the General Cotton 
Securities Company, such delivery to he made to said complainants 
or to their attorneys of record, within ten days from the date of the 
execution of this decree. 

And it is hereby further adjudged, ordered and decreed that the 
defendants John Hays Hammond. Daniel J. Sullv and Frank S. 
Bright be and they are hereby commanded to deliver to the complain¬ 
ants respectively. or to their attorneys of record, the number of shares 
of common stock of the General Cotton Securities Company held by 
them as voting trustees, as are represented by voting trust certificates 
Nos. 4. 5. 0. 7. 8. 0 and 10 and trust certificates Nos. 12, 13, 10. 
and 17, or if all of the common stock in said defendant’s hands are 
embraced in one certificate, then and in that event, said defendants 
and each of them, are hereby commanded to to execute a proper as¬ 
signment to each of the plaintiffs for the number of shares of com¬ 
mon stock of said General Cotton Securities Company, as are repre- 
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™^the J c2li£^of^^5d a b^^^ T? attach to 881(1 assign- 
decree and deliver U.e 25 TT Certified eo Py of this 

of record for the complainants ndth a^et^ af ree j° the attor neys 
Cotton Securities Company du v si™^l t add «T, d to the General 
izmg and directing said company toTm r* defendants author- 
of shares represented bv the assignment er 7 ! ts books the number 
that, the complainants are resDectfvelv o ni d , s 10 " n by this decree 
deliver to said complainants or their e " llt ed to ’ and to issue and 
therefor, and said delivery to be moT'Ti’• " eW stock certificates 
presentation to said defendant oVto tW?t da >' s after the 

S" e COmplainank lively, o? t&eeniS 

United si'iVrusr&^nv'Sn'^ ^thfc “T the def ? dant > the 

Addison « D,, Si?, f "ffmi 

ferred stock „f t | le General Cotton sllares of the pre¬ 

placed in its possession as trustee bv "t h^dT* , Com P an y heretofore 
or should the preferred stock of theV i de , fe " dant Daniel J. Sully, 
pany held by it. be embraced in a ^ « ra C ° tton Seourit ^ Conn 
denominations that it — impractteabte mT 7 certl . fi ? ates of such 
then and in that event, said defendant ^ 'T™ 7 18 eommand, 
commanded to attach thereto such cerhfl T J* 1S h erel, y further 
•nay be necessary, and “omnanv "‘f ° f f referred stock as 
the General Cotton Securies Con ' in' >am . e , 1 ' a let ter addressed to 
proper officer, withXe TthoriH 1 ’ ,ette 5 7 *» 8i «ned bv its 

General Cotton Securities Cominnv 777” 8 " d dl r e( ' tlon that said 
sand (5,000) shares of said preferred stol7n°V7 b,( °7 ^e thou- 
and twentv-five hundred (2 5001 i " 1 a . rd I)o renius 
10 Bois, or their Ligns and m T } TT. 7 Addison G. Du 
their assigns new certificates thereto “nddehver to them or 
defendant the United States Tin t r' rcfor ' an<1 return to it (the 

shares remaining after making such teansfer ’ tnd^-77/° r J the 
is directed to deliver such assignment L ■ And 88,(1 defendant 
the necessary certificates of stock and 1 ai ' M R n, n en ts together with 
the complainants’ attornl ^f record ‘^ch IT f ° r ’ to 

within ten days from the date of the eve, r , n , er - v to be made 
The casts in this Court, w 0 7 rT7 n ? f this decr ee. 

tiffs and one half against thTdTT °, ne T h T alf a gamst the plain- 
Bright. gmnSt the defe ndants Hammond, Sully and 

THOMAS II. ANDERSON, Justice. 
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In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 30002. 

Willard D. Doremus et ah. Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

National Cotton Improvement Company, Defendants. 

Washington, 1). C., Friday, April 18, 1913. 

The alx>ve entitled case came on pursuant to notice. 

Present on l>ehulf of plaintiff, Mr. Justin Morrill Chamberlin. 

Present on behalf of defendants, Mr. Philip \\ alker. 

Opinion by Mr. Justice Anderson. 

This is a suit by Wi Hard D. Doremus and Addison G. Du Bois 
seeking certain injunctive relief against John P. Miller, and further 
seeking to have delivered to the plaintiffs by the other defendants 
certain certificates for shares of common stock and preferred stock 
in the General Cotton Securities Company, which certificates are 
located within this District and are claimed to belong to the plain¬ 
tiffs. . , „ _ _ T x* 

The case came on for final hearing l>efore Mr. Justice 
11 Wright, and a decree was entered dismissing the bill. An 
appeal was prosecuted from such decree, and the Court of 
Appeals reversed the same, remanding the case for further proceed¬ 
ings upon the sole question of the ownership of said certificates of 
stock as against John P. Miller. The Court of Appeals said: 

“Whatever rights the plaintiffs may have are narrowed to the 
ownership of the shares of the General Cotton Securities Company 
held in trust bv the United States Trust Company, as against John P. 
Miller. Said Miller is a necessary party to this determination, and 
whether as against him the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree deter¬ 
mining the question of ownership, is a question that can not be con¬ 
sidered because Miller is not before the Court. (41 \Y. L. R. p. 8.) 

The Court of Appeals further said, in overruling the motion for 

rehearing: . 

“Whatever may be the concession regarding the ownership of this 
stock by the other defendants, who moreover have no interest therein, 
there is and could be no concession by Miller, who was never a party 

to this case.” . , A , . 

At that time Miller had not been brought into the case either by 

personal service or publication. 

Since the ca«e was remanded, service by publication has been ob¬ 
tained against Miller, and a decree pro confesso entered, and subse- 
quentlv made absolute, against him. 

The case is now submitted to the Court for the entry of a final 
decree directing the delivery of the certificates claimed by the plain¬ 
tiffs In this situation, the Court of Appeals having held that the 
other defendants have “no interest therein,” and having remanded 
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^ f 

z* £%*> E $s2r&? s 

plaintiffs the certificates for 8 Hie defendants to deliver to the 
eral Cotton Securities Com. * n ° n , a " d P referred stock in the Gen- 
General Cotton WitirComn^v lai n 6(1 by them ' Whether the 

sented for transfer, in view of the?/ re ^ ogniz e them when pre- 
hon with which this Court cancellation, is a ques- 

determined in the proper forum i f A * C °? cern -’ and can only be 
pany may be made a party. proceeding in which said com- 

deliver to the pldnt^The'^ertificatw'fo^T 41 ^ defend ants to 
ton Securities Company as claimed ^ “ the General Co ^ 

Doremusflnd'Du Bds U andone^idf a^’ “"tj® 1 / “l 8 ' 081 the plaintiffs 
mond, Sully and Bright 8g8lnst defe ndante Miller, Ham¬ 
by \he'Court 'except tlnUl'^C° f C0sts ’ ado P ted 

case has assessed „lK„Knc f/ , h ‘ ot A™** in that 
party to the uroceedimr^t i V 1 . e companies that is not a 
Company, &«■* S “« ^ 

so divided I cannot understand' ThproV ^'i tIle c ,° sts carne to be 

of the,. assessing thiHos bo Tl 1 have ehmina ‘cd both 

United States Trust Comnanv which t ' 6 ™ |!S , 110 reason why the 
these bonds and is onlv a riom’innl , . t , slm P 1 y the custodian of 
sessed or should bear anv of tho I, P ait > to the suit, should be as- 

pany (the name o7 whk>, I do no*!'rl^lM 7*’ “7 the ° ther com ' 
the proceeding, not a party to the record. ^ n °" ' S n0t 8 party to 

13 an'orde^andTbmffi/^t 0 . 11 " o° n ° r please ' we wil1 d ™w up 
Mr '’ T P , , he att0 ! neys on the other side. P 

fendants are'to turn over the erS ?T 7 nor that these de- 
or certificates of the value which,t!T ° -^ S W ' ,ich the y have, 
defendants have not’ The onlv certificat* 1 7 f a }™ and which the 
f “» *l»k i-ne of th. '..“LriS “ iS »« 

.l.h 

changed since the pendency of the suit? * certificates been 

• I . VValker: No, your Honor. 

Sitsr * 

tificates of stock they claim. these P lain hffs the cer- 

Iho'liso'rf Si SToly ZSCt^S^. a > h * Cmiri pi,,., 
thousand ,h.» and ft* t” * 

portion of that ten-thousand-share certificate ° y clalm 8 

cerUfi^Temilvtr 

it "ili" ““ 1 ' “<*“* “ ** ■» »> oid 47oub, about 

2—2855a 
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The Court : This presents to me a matter that has not been sug- 

^ Mr Chamberlin : I think there should be no difficulty about that 
at all! The stock that is held by the Trust Company here is to be 
turned over. 

The Court: Yes. A 

Mr. Chamberlin : And that the relief sought is granted by the 

Court’s order. 

14 The Court: Yes. 

Mr. Chamberlin: I think we will have no difficulty at all 
in reconciling any number of certificates that there may be there, or 

anv division. . .. , , 

The Court: That seems to be a question of detail that can be co\- 

ercd hv the order or decree when it is drawn. 

Mr. Walker: Mr. Bright, do you want to note an appeal? 


Mr. Bright: No. 

Mr. Walker: I do not think I want to note any appeal from the 
decree. 


Exhibit B. 


In the Superior Court of Baltimore City. 

Willard D. Doremus, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

John Hays Hammond, Defendant. 

The plaintiff. Willard D. Doremus, by John C. (fittings, Justin M. 
Chamberlain, and William Pepper Constable, his attorneys, sues the 
defendant. John Havs Hammond, for that, whereas, the plaintiff 
heretofore, to wit. on the twenty-third day of November U10. to 
wit at Washington, in the District of Columbia, was lawfully pos¬ 
sessed as of his own right certain certificate or certificates represent¬ 
ing 5,000 shares of the preferred stock of the General Cotton Securi¬ 
ties Company, a corporation duly incorporated and existing under 
the Laws of'the State of Delaware, of the value of Five Hundred 
Thousand Dollars, lawful money of the United States of America, 
•ind of the date aforesaid at the place aforesaid plaintiff was also law¬ 
fully possessed as of his own right certain certificate or cer- 
15 tificates representing 4,600 shares of the common stock of 
the General Cotton Securities Company, a Delaware Corpora¬ 
tion of the value of Four Hundred Sixty Thousand Dollars lawful 
monev of the United States of America; and being so possessed 
thereof the said plaintiff, afterwards, to wit, on the day and year 
first above-mentioned, at the place aforesaid casually lost the said 
certificates of stock out of lus possession; and the same afterwards, to 
wit on the same dav and year last mentioned, at the place aforesaid, 
came into the possession of the said defendant by finding. Net the 
defendant well knowing the said certificates to be the property of the 
said plaintiff and rightfully to belong and appertain to him but con¬ 
triving and fraudulently intending craftily and subtly to deceive 
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W has not - J* delivered said 
hitherto wholly ^ S ° r T ested to d «> and his 

the twenty-third day of June Wll *? wit >. on or «>>"«» 

“its r d ' converted 

(Signed)* *" S,Ve JOHnTgITTTOGS 8 *** ^ ^ 

wnTr^» CHAMBERLAIN, 

" ILLIAM pepper constable. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

To the Defendant, John Hays Hammond: 

be required ^pl^d^to the PP | eUrUI !t Ce i to ^ is nc . tio !> you will 

lb provided by law, otherwise”.!°'if,a deC ar ^ tl .° n ”" lt,lin the time 
entered against you. dgment by default will be 

(Signed) JOHN C. GITTINGS 

WILLIAM PEPPER CONSTABLE, 

True coy. Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

Test. 

S. C. LITTLE, Ql’k. 


In the Superior Court of Baltimore City. 

^ illard D. Doremus, Plaintiff, 

vs 

Johx Hays Hammond, Defendant. 

leavi‘ortie'Surtso'to do® ^ tri<?d a ^ and prays 
(Signed) JOHN C. GITTINGS 

wttT r^ CHAMBERLAIN, 

WILLIAM PEPPER CONSTABLE. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

Exhibit C. 

In the Superior Court of Baltimore City. 

Addison G. Du Bois, Plaintiff. 

T XT Vs * 

John Hays Hammond, Defendant. 
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defendant, John Hays Hammond, for that, whereas, the 
17 plaintiff heretofore, to wit, on the twenty-third day of No¬ 
vember, 1910, to wit, at Washington, in the District of Co- 
umbia, was lawfully possessed as of his own right certain certificate 
or certificates representing 2500 shares of the preferred stock of the 
General Cotton Securities Company, a corporation duly incorporated 
and existing under the Laws of the State of Delaware, of the value 
of Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars, lawful money of the 
United States of America; and on the date aforesaid at the place 
aforesaid plaintiff was also lawfully possessed as of his own right 
certain certificate or certificates representing 2275 shares of the 
common stock of the General Cotton Securities Company, a Dela¬ 
ware Corporation, of the value of Two Hundred Twenty-seven Thou¬ 
sand Five Hundred Dollars, lawful money of the United States of 
America; and being so possessed thereof, the said plaintiff, after¬ 
wards, to wit, on the day and year first above mentioned, at the place 
aforesaid, casually lost the said certificates of stock out of his pos¬ 
session ; and the same afterwards, to wit, on the same day and year 
last mentioned, at the place aforesaid, came into possession of the 
said defendant by finding. Yet. defendant well knowing the said 
certificates to be the property of the said plaintiff and rightfully to 
l>elong and appertain to him. but contriving and fraudulently in¬ 
tending craftily and subtly to deceive and defraud the plaintiff in 
this behalf has not as yet delivered said certificates to the plaintiff, 
although often so requested to do, and has hitherto wholly refused 
so to do; and afterward, to wit, on or about the twenty-third day of 
June. 1913, at the place aforesaid, converted and disposed of said 
certificates of stock to his own use. 

Wherefore the plaintiff says he is injured and has sustained dam¬ 
ages to the amount of $477,500. Wherefore the plaintiff 
brings this suit and claims damages in the sum of Four 
Hundred Seventy-seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars, 
exclusive of all interests and costs of this suit. 

(Signed) JOHN C. GITTINGS, 

JUSTIN M. CHAMBERLAIN, 

WILLIAM PEPPER CONSTABLE, 

Attome;/.9 for Plaintiff. 

True copy. 

Test. 

S. C. LITTLE, Cl’k. 

Po the Defendant, John Hays Hammond: 

Take Notice: That on your appearance to this action you will 
be required to plead to the above declaration within the time pro¬ 
vided by law, otherwise a judgment by default will be entered against 
vou. 

(Signed) JOHN C. GITTINGS, 

JUSTIN M. CHAMBERLAIN. 

WILLIAM PEPPER CONSTABLE, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
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In the Superior Court of Baltimore Citv. 

•/ 

Addison G. Du Bois, Plaintiff, 
vs 

■ t ~~ JoHN h ays Hammond, Defendant. 

leave of 3 the* CoiirTso £ tried M(m a J ” r >’ «"d prays 

(Signed) JOHN C. GITTINGS 

JUSTIN M. CHAMBERLAIN, 

WILLIAM PEPPER CONSTABLE. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

IQ 

Exhibit D. 

T f Washington, D. C., June 4 , 1913 

Cortor^on- r ' S <5enen " C ° tt ° n Sw,lrities Company, a Delaware 

WlSty the Supreme Court* 1 oT^Xjrirt of Co"u b 7 ^ ^ 

certified copy of which decree is hellF'?" 61 !.' < u >, j , ' n,l * v & Others, a 
signed, as voting trustees out of the>0 , ' t p. a, . ta< ’ hed ’ "e> the under- 
represented hv certifieate 14 rVn 1 7?’?^° 8 jj ares °f common stock 
the name of Jol H^J|£m ^ Company, in 

Bright, voting trustJ^“ ^” 0 ^ .Zifi™^" 16 J ' and F - «• 

sign and transfer unto Willard I) n 1 ' lereunto attached, as- 

full power of substitution in the n >0<> '? sal< company, with 

and direct the said General Cottan^lT y nd r , we hereb y authorize 
.he .fe^H . 1 ° ,r ”' ,er 

above named, and to issue and deliver to P W • t c P ersons 
stock certificates therefor. them, or their assigns, new 

J°HN HAVS HAMMOND. 
DANIEL .T. SULLY. 

F. S. BRIGHT. 

90 

Exhibit E. 

United States Trust Company. 

General Cotton Securities Company, 71 Broad’slrit, Newark 
CoS N ; of the 3 Supreme 
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c&*e of Willard I). Doremus, et al., vs. John Hays Hammond & 
others. Equity 30,002, we are enclosing you herewith certificate A-7 
for 10,000 shares of the preferred capital stock of the General Cot¬ 
ton Securities Company, with a request, authorization and direction, 
as provided in said decree, that you transfer on vour books 5,000 
shares of the said preferred stock called for by said certificate to 
Willard D. Doremus, and 2500 shares to Addison G. I>u Hois, or 
their assigness and to issue and deliver to them, or their assigns, new 
certificates therefor, and return to this company a new certificate for 
2500 shares to he issued in the name of Daniel J. Sullv. syndicate 
manager. We are advised by the attorneys in the case that Mr. 
Sully, in whose name this certificate is made, will endorse enclosed 

certificate so as to enable you to make the transfer hereinbefore re- 

%/ 

quested. 

Very truly yours, 

J. H. BORDEN, Secretary, 

21 Rule to Show Cause. 

Filed .Tune 10, 1915. 

******* 

Phis cause coming on to he heard on the prayers of the bill, it is, 
this 16th day of June, 1913, hv the court ordered that the defend- 
'ants Willard D. Doremus, Addison G. Du Hois, and John C. Git- 
tings. and each of them, appear in this court at ten o’clock A. M.. 
on the 23d day of said June, and show a cause, if any they have, 
why they should not l>e restrained, until further order, from prose¬ 
cuting two certain suits in trover now depending in the Su¬ 
perior Court of Baltimore City, Maryland, in both of which the 
plaintiff here is the defendant, and in one of which the defendant 
Doremus is the plaintiff, and in the other of which the defendant 
Du Hois is the plaintiff, and in both of which the defendant Git- 
tings appears as attorney for said plaintiffs; or permitting the same 
to l>e prosecuted: or from bringing, or taking part in bringing, any 
suit against the plaintiff herein, or his personal representatives, in¬ 
volving. either directly or indirectly, the ownership hv the defend- 
ants Doremus or Du Hois of the stock of the General Cotton Se¬ 
curities Company, which was the subject matter of Equity Suit No. 
30.002 entitled Doremus, et ah, vs. Hammond, et al. Provided a 
copy of this rule be served on said defendants two clear days before 
the return dav thereof. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, 

Associate Justice. 

Marshal's Return. 

Served a copy of the within rule on Willard D. Doremus person¬ 
ally June 16, i 915. On Addison G. Du Hois personally June 17, 
1975. On John C. Gittings personally June 21, 1915. 

MAURICE SPLAIN, Marshal. 

S. 
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Motion to Dismiss. 

Filed June 23, 1915. 

* * * 

* * * * 

c. uSL“ u v “•- «„ 

M. Stadden, Esquire in answer to illo' ‘"i" 1 Ch ? ,nl,erlln and Corry 
against them and move the court t r " 6 cause exliibited 

filed against then.herein on ill^* the 1,111 for injunction 
grounds, i.e. June 18 > 191 «- upon the following 

e r !iw'ir r “;:, ,, “’ .* >■..»«. ,„ r 

b f„fr*r" 265 * * 

proceedings in any state court ' r ' 191 ! > , ' , ' 0,n «'joining 

lard I>' r 0 ‘° aSfloh^C I'luinit f'™' 

Baltin lore Citv^ Maryland' bv ‘'aid ^ f l Uperlor C^rTIrf 

against public ’ policy‘and violate StSt* 

J. MORRILL CHAMBERLIN 
CORRY M. STADDEN. 

thair . am ~i fw 

•notion is not filed'for ^’e^of Sy "» 

CORRY M. STADDEN. 


' W and Several Answers of Defendants to Rule to ! 

Cause. 

Filed June 25, 1915. 


$how 


* ^ 

The defendants now and at all times hereafter 
selves all benefit or advantage of exception or otherwise that 'em, 
be taken to the uncertainties and insufficiencies in the bill ,f com 
plaint, for answer to the rule to show cause issued thereon m- m 

‘° SUch Pa^ th«eof as these defendants Z XLtZ 
material or necessary for them to make answer unto, answering 

1-2. They admit the allegations in paragraphs 1 and 2 excepting 
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the residence of defendant John C. Gittings, and aver that said 
Gittings is a resident of the State of Virginia. 

3. r I hey admit the allegations contained in paragraph 3 of the 
bill, except the averment reciting the issue of preferred stock to be 
14,000 shares which defendants aver is incorrect as the issue of 
preferred stock was in fact 30,000 shares. 

, ad lilt all tlie facts contained in paragraph 4 except 
those referring to Exhibit “A” of the bill and so much of said 
paragraph as refers to the remarks of the court in passing the de¬ 
cree, all of which are denied. Further answering said paragraph 
they aver that the said remarks of the court referred to in said 
exhibit were made on the ISth day of April, 1913, when the de¬ 
cision of the court was announced; the decree in the cause was not 
passed until the Pith day of June. 1913, and at which time before 
the actual signing thereof, the presiding justice stated to counsel 
for the defendants in said cause, that the court expected said decree 
to be carried out in good faith so- that the plaintiffs in said cause, 
being the defendants Doremus and Du Bois here, would 

24 receive the certificates of stock to which they were entitled 
and that the same would Ik? properly transferred to them, 

and at said time counsel stated he was advised that the defendant, 
Hammond, plaintiff in this cause, would act in good faith towards 
the plaintiffs in that suit. 

5. Defendants admit the averments of paragraph 5 of the bill, 
and in further answer to said paragraph aver that it was stated in 
open court at the time the decree was passed, that said certificates 
of stock were to l>e delivered for the purpose of being presented to 
the General Cotton Securities Company to secure from that com¬ 
pany the necessary certificates for the number of shares to which 
Doremus and Du Bois were entitled by the terms of said decree; 
the balance of the preferred stock embraced in the certificates de¬ 
livered to said Gittings to l>c returned to the United States Trust 
Company, and the balance of the common stock to the voting trus¬ 
tees who were the defendants to the suit, namely, Hammond. Sully 
and Bright. Pursuant to that understanding with the court and 
the terms of the decree and with the knowledge and consent of the 
other defendants, Doremus and Du Bois. said Gittings went to the 
city of New York in the State of New York, and employed one 
John J. Lordan. a member of the Supreme Court of that State and 
delivered to said Lordan a certified copy of said final decree in 
Equitv Cause #30,002, together with certificate ±t A-7 of the Gen¬ 
eral Cotton Securities Company for the 10.000 shares of preferred 
stock of said company properly endorsed, attaching thereto a letter 
from the United States Trust Company, addressed to the General 
Cotton Securities Company with the request, authorization and 
direction as required by said decree that 5.000 shares and 2,500 
shares, of said preferred stock, be transferred on the books 

25 of the company and new certificates therefor respectively 
issued to Doremus and Du Bois, and a new certificate for 

2,500 shares be issued in the name of Daniel J. Sully, as syndicate 
manager, the last named certificate to be returned to the United 
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at that time, properly' enSliJ'eeHmcate No"g^sh” 1811 

tees, to which wa* attached a iX Lwu T SulIy ’ vot . ln S trus ‘ 
said Hammond, Bright and Sulk. 1 f d ( ; onl ' lany ’ si ^ by 
authorizing and directing said S votin ^ trustees, specifically 
to Doremns n d nt u S - d <on, P an y to transfer, on its books 

SrSr 

- f sz±B £ wraira 

Hanunond’clIure.tct'eSrmK 8 in 5jdd 

the tune the decree was passed, Hanunond, in further effort o de 
fraud defendants, and keep them from souring their right* and 
prevent them from securing the certificates of stock to wld.t! .1 
were entitled, refused to allow the Genet'. cLtfs^ l '£ Com! 
pany to make such transfer of the stock and defendants are further 
advised by said Lordan that on the 16th dav of June 1913 hi 
called at the office of the General Cotton Securities Company at 

State of New a York ‘h® P oro "R h l ,. of Manhattan, City, County and 
lotto \ k hav, ] 1R 'ns possession certificate #A-7 for 

96 -torn? '; referred -'took and certificate #14 for the 

2b 29,96o shares of common stock and the letters and certified 
copy of the decree of this court in Equity Cause No 30 002 
as heretnbefore mentioned, for the purpo.se of Having the transfer 
Ihe de accordance with the .said written instructions annexed to 
e certificates; that lie was not able to see the said John Hays 
Hammond but was informed by James D. Campbell that he, Camp¬ 
bell was Hammond s Secretary, and that said Hammond was not 
at the time in said city; that Lordan then inquired the where- 
aliouts of D B. Atherton, treasurer of said company and was in¬ 
formed bv Campbell that Atherton was no longer connected with • 
Hammond s office and that Hammond was still president of the 
General Cotton Securities Company and that said Atherton was 
treasurer and that he, Campbell, was secretary of the company 
and was further informed by Campbell that the books of the com¬ 
pany, particularly the stock certificate book and transfer book were 
not in bis, Campbell s possession or in the office of said Hammond 
where said company had or was said to have its office at the time • 
Campbell further informed Lordan that all books of the corporation 
had lieen sent to the resident agent of said company in Delaware 
Defendants aver on information and belief that these statements 
of the whereabouts of the books were absolutely untrue and known 
to be untrue by the said Campbell at the time they were made- 
Lordan was further informed by Campbell that the latter under¬ 
stood that the General Cotton Securities Company no longer existed 
as it had been dissolved. Ascertaining that, said Atherton’s office 

3—2855a 
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was at 5ft Maiden Lane, in the City of New York, Lordan went 
to said office on the 17th day of July, 1913, and presented to said 
Atherton the above mentioned certificates of stock and the other 
papers in relation thereto and requested said Atherton, as treasurer 
of the said company, to transfer said certificates in accord- 
27 ance with the instructions annexed to each of said certifi¬ 
cates and as directed by decree of this court; that said 
Atherton informed Lordan that the hooks were not in his possession 
hut were in the possession of one \\ illiam \\ oodward Baldwin, Es¬ 
quire. of 2 Hector Street. New York City, who was the attorney 
for the General Cotton Securities Company and the personal at¬ 
torney for said Hammond, and that he Atherton would do nothing 
in connection with the transfer of said stock without the advice of 
said Baldwin: Lordan thereupon requested Atherton to take the 
certificates of stock for transfer into his. Atherton's possession, 
which he refused to do. Ivordan thereupon left the office of Ather¬ 
ton. hut within a few minutes returned and found Atherton tele¬ 
phoning to someone whom he afterwards informed Lordan was said 
Baldwin, and Lordan heard Atherton state to said Baldwin that 
the stock certificate books of the corporation were at the office of 
the company, at 71 Broadway, in the city of New York; Atherton 
then and there stated to Lordan that he would transfer the stock 
if Baldwin advised him so to do, but not otherwise. Lordan imme¬ 
diately called upon Baldwin at his office, and Baldwin said that he 
did not know where the books of the company were, and that he 
could not and would not advise Atherton. Campbell or Hammond to 
transfer the stock covered by the said certificates as it had been 
cancelled by the vote of the Board of Directors, and further that 
there was no consideration for this particular stock and that the 
certificates necessary to qualify the directors as such were the only 
ones properlv outstanding. Baldwin further stated to Lordan that 
the proper place to transfer the stock was in Delaware, although 
Baldwin knew well at the time that no stock of the corporation 
had ever been transferred in Delaware, at any time by any one. and 
that the stock certificate books were in the office, at 71 Broad- 
23 way, and that all stock issued since February 1, 1910. had 
been signed by Hammond as president and Atherton as 
treasurer, upon the advice of Baldwin. Baldwin fuither told 
Lordan, that he would not authorize either the secretary or the 
treasurer of the company to accept said certificates for transfer; 
hut. that the matter might be adjusted and requested said Lordan 
to give him an opportunity to consider the matter and communicate 
with his clients, which Ixirdan did. Thereafter, on or about, the 
1st dav of August. Lordan received a letter from Baldwin dated 
July 31. 1913. in which Baldwin informed Lordan that he had 
advised the company that, in his opinion, the stock having been 
lawfully cancelled the certificates were void. Lordan thereafter 
made repeated efforts to see Atherton for the purpose of again pre¬ 
senting the certificates to him for transfer, but was not successful 
until the 27th dav of August, 1913, when he presented said cer¬ 
tificates with the accompanying papers to Atherton in his office 
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refiis^ToHan SThe'fettef to^Ath* , tran f erred - bu ‘ Atherton 
received from Baldwin ind \tlu> i tbert( ! n that he, Lordan, had 
with the letter 1 .,/t wonlH n^^ T rep . 1 I ed - tlmt he '™s familiar 
authorized bv Hammond a ei ' sft id sU«‘k unless he was so 

no such authorization. ' l " es " ent ' an<1 t,lat he had received 

Baldwin retrred1o^e^ a *l, W K h J a l COpy of the letter said 

ltd to herein is attached hereto as Fvhihit ‘‘A” fr» 
answer and prayed to be read and considered ks a part hereof 

certificate LX and ' thel TiST h de{ A en ^ mts ^ate that the stock 

Generel Cotton Securities Company have since “h tyVjum, 

29 “"‘ rol of th " Antfffand°il N Z Sc^ofthe^re^ 

at the timr^uTty Cause"Nl 0- !<io 002* defendar l ts f, ‘ rther «ver that 

i immmm 

BmtrnmM 

bv^ne Fordvre 5 w°hich , ha^d , b' m * )rOV ' erne ^ ,S ^^"^aremus^rf made 
•V n * vce ’ "hich had been assigned to the General Gotten Q n „„ 

nt.es Company by said Fordyce, transferred to th^NaS Cotton 

5 f ME# szs SK 

80 f"*-" £**>» Comiy.nT‘SJ 

. oJsssa 3 s \f m ? - d ? a 

a resident of the District of Columbia a^dTTd th If > n £ er 

endeavored to prevent said transactions or toteke^dc^ntaae of ^ n,S 

brought said corporations into court. These defendants further aver 
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the facts to be that it was perfectly patent to the plaintiff Hammond 
and his attorneys that what these defendants were endeavoring to do 
by the filing of the complaint in Equity Cause No. 30,002. was to 
get tlieir stock in their own hands and in their own names which 
would give them the controlling interest in the corporation and they 
could then elect an honest Board of Directors to have protected their 
interests and the legitimate interests of the General Cotton Securities 
Company, and if the assets of that corporation, namely the stock of 
the corporation that owned patents to the Doremus gin. had been 
improperly extracted from the treasury of the company they would 
have been in a position to have secured the return of said stock by 
appropriate proceedings brought for that purpose: that to circumvent 
defendants from securing their legitimate rights said ITammond and 
his hirelings proceeded to get the patents and the inventions of the 
defendant Doremus into the hands of an innocent third party, and 
in carrying out this fraudulent design the transfers of all the patents 
and applications for patents to the gin were made to the New Jersey 
( 1 oifK)ration: consequently, solely due to his said Hammond’s actions, 
personally and through his hirelings, said defendant® have 

31 never secured any relief for the destruction of their stock in 
the General Cotton Securities Company which they placed in 

said Hammond’s hands as trustee. 

0. In answer to paragraph 0 these defendants say that they believe 
the facts therein stated to l>e true and in further answering aver that 
said Hammond was not going from the court to his home or from 
his home to the court at the time the process referred to was served 
upon him. 

7. In answer to paragraph 7 defendants refer to their answer to 
paragraph 5. 

K. Answering paragraph 8 defendant® aver that the fact® show a 
fraudulent conversion by Hammond of the property of the defend¬ 
ants Doremus and Du Rois. and they deny that there has been any 
change of forum, or form of action, for the purpose of avoiding the 
jurisdiction of this court: they are advised and therefore further aver 
that this court was without power to grant them any further relief, 
and that service on said Hammond would not he available in this 
jurisdiction, unless made personally: and if personal sendee were 
made upon him in this jurisdiction while, he. Hammond, was here 
in attendance upon court, such service would he void. The defend¬ 
ants deny that they are harassing the plaintiff hut aver they are 
seeking their rights with even’ expectation of recovering the dam¬ 
ages they ask: they further aver that when plaintiff obtained from 
them their shares of stock, they relied upon his good faith; and at 
the time he received the stock as voting trustee, and as a member 
of the syndicate, said stock was of great value and represented and 
was the only evidence of their rights in the Doremus gin, and accord¬ 
ing to his statements in open court (plaintiff knew) in October and 
November. 1910, there were in this country representatives of 

32 one of the richest syndicates in the world who were negotiat¬ 
ing with him (Hammond) and who were ready and willing 

to invest in the Doremus Gin $50,000,000.; provided it could be 
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ttehJSSkEdUtfZSr r ld gin 5°J*°“ 1/8 of an ™ch longer 

that said {Syndicate aldt id Han? ^ h / the Whitney type, and 
the Doremus Gin to v? h ? d em P 1 °y ed experts to test 

results that in fact such n. i " iet le , r , W0U ( 1 accomplish such 
the experts (aitH? Tf T de and '' was conceded by all 

weV&SSi in ex“cfth filr U ? t: » h * h ‘V 

their rights for whlh'?l’' from .f. ecu *\ ln K Possession of 

Baltimore Court ' C ’’ they ,tlstltu(efJ ‘he suits in the 

SliiiSpi 

S3 = k tx/=~ -kw-sate 

iismsi 

m 30,002, or ,o d.priv, the plaintiff ^ Z£ ‘ 

ri ' ht ' ° f "" Ssf nS.no, gj££ 

£*£ fsssa Kxs"'” d ”E 

syrs* -* ihey “' v k< *"““ j «StetiStt 

WILLARD D. DOREMUS 
ADDISON G. DU BOIS 
JOHN C. GUTTINGS. 

GTTTTNGS & CHAMBERLIN 
CORRY M. STADDEN, ’ 

Att’ys for Def’ts. 




22 


l 


JOHN HAYS HAMMOND VS. 


District of Columbia, ss : 

We. Willard D. Doremus, Addison 0. Du Bois, and John C. Git¬ 
tings, having been first duly sworn on oath say that we have read 
the foregoing answer subscribed by us and know the contents thereof, 
and that the facts therein stated to be true we know to be true, and 
those stated upon information and l>elief. we t)elieve to be true. 

ADDISON G. DU BOIS. 

JOHN C. GITTINGS. 


:> 1 Subscribed and sworn to before me this *2o dav of June, 

ioi:>. 

J. R. YOUNG. Clerk, 

By R. V. BELEW, 

.Is* t ('Irrk. 

State ok New York, 

Count)/ of A rw York , ss: 

John -I Iordan. l>eing duly sworn, deposes and says: That be re¬ 
sides at 3£ffl'> West 1 1 Hth Street, in the Borough of Manhattan, 
City. Countv and State of New York. That on the Kith day of -1 line. 
191.‘». at the request of John C. Gittings. Esq., an attorney and eoun- 
-ellor-at-law. with olliees at #4Sg Louisiana Avenue. Washington, 
It. (\. he called at the otlice of John Hays Hammond, President of 
the General Cotton Securities Company, a cor)(oration organized 
under the laws of the State of Delaware, which said ollice is located 
at i£71 Broadway, in the Borough of Manhattan. City. County and 
State of New York, and in which said office the said General Cotton 
Securities Company had its office, for the purpose of having Certifi¬ 
cate No. AT of the preferred capital stock issued to Daniel J. Sully. 
Syndicate Manager for Ten Thousand (10.000) shares on the 4th 
dav of March, 1010 and Certificate No. 14 of the common capital 
stock issue* 1 to John Hays Hammond. Daniel J. Sullv and E. S. 
Bright. Voting Trustees, for Twenty-nine thousand Nine hundred 
and sixty-five CJO.OOn) shares of said company on January 7th. 
1010 transferred in accordance with certain written instructions 
annexed to said certificates. That deponent was unable to see Mr. 
I lammond. localise of bis absence from the city, as stated to deponent 
by a Mr. Campbell, who represented that he wa- the Secre- 
:>r> tary to Mr. Hammond. Deponent inquired of said CampMl 
as to the whereabouts of Mr. D. B. Atherton, the 1 reasiirer 
of the company, and was informed by said Campbell that said Ather¬ 
ton was no longer connected with Mr. Hammond's office, and said 
CamplnJl further informed your deponent that said Hammond was 
still President of the General Cotton Securities Company and that 
said Atherton was the Treasurer, and that he (Campbell) was the 
Secretary of the company. Said Campbell informed your deponent 
that the books of the company, particularly the stock certificate 
book and transfer l>ooks were not in his possession or in the office 
of said Hammond, where said company had its office, but that, as 
far as he knew, all l>ooks of said corporation had been sent to Dela¬ 
ware to the resident agent of said company there. Said Campbell 
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^nera^firtton^l^u^ti^'^inpanv' had^b^ an ^' n ^i t ^ a *' tho Paid 

longer exited. That thereupon v,„, i Wn dlsso,ved and no 

SrJSLS *!****«<3 V ™ 
Ti^^rx^'Knr ir^ 

with the instructions annexed to* 111 ]* Rentes in accordance 

Atherton Th «‘ - d 

"ere not in his , l ' booto o{ the company 

City. Xew York/the Sr'^v‘ fo Vcie^^SV,’ S"' ?* 

36 your deponent' r^u’esting ‘slid A^eXn Stoke"’* "d* Tfi" 

SAT * ^“SWaf 

SE* 3 ? 8 * sss twJXfcxsS 

-wwjrss^ftrc^ sat'sa 

either the ^common or preferred ‘tnd that thaiw , ‘ ock ? 

outstanding the certificates necessary to qlalffv aJ"!^ P J° Per y 
«• ■«, to, .™»r deponent V„ %?£%££ 

s. d RaM T ° a ' vare and ‘hat your deponent should apply there 

instmet either the J T^jT^Sl^tSS 

-„d ee.fi.o,,. for transfer. He Ml your £^2* 

o- that, after furtherconsideration the matter might he adjusted 
satisfactorily, and requested your deponent to give him an 
opportunity to consider the matter and to communicate with 
his clients which your deponent did, and thereafter vour deponlnt 
on or about the 1st day of August, 1913 received a letter from said 
haldwin dated July 31st, 1913, which is hereto annexed marked 
Exhibit A and made a part hereof, in which said Baldwin in- 
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formed your deponent-that lie had advised the company that in his 
(Baldwin) opinion the stock having been lawfully cancelled the 
certificates were void. 

That thereafter vour deponent made repeated effort* to see said 
Atherton, the Treasurer of said Company for the purpose of again 
presenting to him the certificates for transfer, but not until the 27th 
day of August, 1913 was your deponent able to see said Atherton, 
which he did at said Atherton’s office at #56 Maiden Lane, in the 
Borough of Manhattan, City. County and State of New York, and 
your deponent again presented to said Atherton the certificates of 
stock of the said General Cotton Securities Company, above referred 
to, and requested that they be transferred, which said Atherton re¬ 
fused to do. Your deponent read to said Atherton the letter received 
by him from said Baldwin, hereto annexed and marked Exhibit 
“A”, and said Atherton said he was familiar with said letter and 
that he would not transfer said stock unless he was authorized to do 
so bv the President. John I lavs Hammond, and that he had not re- 
ceived any such authorization. Deponent again requested said Ath¬ 
erton to take into his possession the certificates of stock herein- 
above referred to for transfer, which said Atherton again refused 
so to do. 

JOHN J. LORDAN. 


Sworn to before me this 
[seal. | 


27th day of August, 1913. 

ASA B. KELLOGG, #1934, 
Notary Public , New York County. 
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Copy. 


Wm. Woodward Baldwin, #2 Rector Street, New York City. 

July 31, 1913. 

John J. Lordan, Esq., 115 Broadway, New York City. 

Dear Sir: I have been unable so far to get any instructions as to 
the transfer of the certificates of the General Cotton Securities Com¬ 
pany, but have advised the Company that in my opinion the stock 
having been lawfully cancelled, the certificates therefor are void. 

Regretting the delay, which I trust has not inconvenienced you 
in replying to your correspondent, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) " " WM. WOODWARD BALDWIN. 
W. W. B./G. 


Order Denying Injunction and Discharging Rule. 

Filed June 28, 1915. 

******* 

This cause coming on to be heard upon the rule to show cause 
issued herein on the 16th day of June, 1915, and the motion of the 1 


i 
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defendants to dismiss thp hill *1 • • • 

said rule; after argument in onerfon!^ i J ° mt and , several answers to 
parties it is by theCourt this Sth^^ 7T COUns l for the respective 

«*. “ ,h “ — **-***&. SifisismsS: 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 

»u F r;.t Sts ««»™ ey , mri in open 

St- *•»“? ss& a-t's&i 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 
Memorandum. 

July 8, 1915.—.$100 deposited in lieu of appeal bond. 


Assignment of Errors 


rued July 8. 1915. 

* * * 


ML T ' ,e C0Urt erred in refusin S iujunctive relief prayed in the 
2. The Court erred in dismissing the bill. 

PHILIP WALKER, 

Attorney for the Plaintiff. 

Designation of Record. 

Filed July 8, 1915. 

******* 

John R. Young, Esq., Clerk. * 

in^the^vrente "ct^aJd bdud? tSn^the 

40 9 P'! °{ complaint and exhibits, 

o a Kule to show cause. 

6 Answer to the rule to show cause 

4. Motion to dismiss. 

5. Final decree. 

6. Assignment of errors 

l ffi " bond on * pp “ 1 ' < M «»° > 

PHILIP WALKER, 

4—2855a Attorney for the Plaintiff. 
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41 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, #s: 

I. John R. Young. Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
40. both inclusive, to he a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 33509 in Equity, wherein John 
Hays Hammond is Plaintiff and Willard D. Doremus, Addi- 
('• Du Bois and John C. (fittings are Defendants, as the same re¬ 
mains upon the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof. I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, at the City of W ashington, in said District, this 
17th day of July, 1915. 

(Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.1 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
2855. John Hays Hammond, appellant, vs. WJllard D. Doremus 
et al. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Jul- 19, 1915. 
Henry W\ Hodges, clerk. 
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OCTOBER TERM, 1915. 


No. 2855. 


JOHN HAYS HAMMOND, Appellant, 


WILLARD D. DOREMUS, ADDISON G. DU BOIS, and 

JOHN C. GITTINGS. 


APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA. 


MOTION TO REINSTATE APPEAL. 


JOHN HAYS HAMMOND, 

By FREDERIC D. McKENNEY, 

His Attorney . 


Juso & Dztwhleb (Ihc.), Prams, Washington, IX G. 
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4 pmk pslricl of | 

olumbia. 


October Term, 1915. 


No. 2855. 


JOHN HAYS HAMMOND, Appellan 


WILLARD D. DOREMUS, ADDISON 

JOHN C. GITTINGS 


G. DU BOIS 


, and 


APPEAl ™ M ™ “"SSf » ™ »«uor „« 

motion TO REINSTATE APPEAL. 

Hays 

purposes hereof, and respectful^ pravTthfs ^ for th ° 
to set aside its order entered herein on thl 4 ^".° 6 C ° Urt 

ber, A. D. 1915, dismissing the 4th da - v of Octo- 

tor failure on the part of the iVT the above cause 
W« September “ , S “ fi '« <* b*f on „ 

VO of th. Rules K P " S^ ; P,, 3 » f ™I« 

jj ° tlCe of 11,13 honorable court; and 
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further, to reinstate said appeal both upon the docket and 
term calendar of the court with permission to argue the 
same when it shall have been reached in the regular call of 
the calendar for argument. 

As grounds for such motion appellant respectfully refers 
to the affidavit of William Woodward Baldwin, a member of 
the bar of the State of New York, and its accompanying 
exhibits, all of which are hereto attached. 

JOHN HAYS HAMMOND, 

By FREDERIC D. McKENNEY, 

His Attorney. 
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COLRT OF APPEALS OF THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA. 

# 2855. 

•Tons Hays Hammond, Appellant, 

VS 

Willard D. Doremiis, Addison G. Dr Bois, and John C 

Sittings, Appellees. 

State of New York, 

County of New York, ss: ' 

' v " s the 

1 hat on or about the 3d dav of March 1 hi 1 
Doremus anH r>n n • 1 ’ the appellees 

•heir attorney, fiL a bill in' equitvfn t X"* ?** 
the District of rv.l„,„k- • ' the Su P r eme Court of 

»C 1 *"*•— 

«««»! Cotton v.im, <Z££ 71 

•tohn Hays Hammond in said action. ‘ 

hat thereafter and on or about tko is*l j 

1911, a certain Daniel J. Sully, bv appellee Gittines 
attorney, commenced an action at la«-in tk « ® S hls 

of the District of Coli.mki ■ . the Su P reme Court 

mond and others' m John Ham- 

interest in stock of SZ T^ S 5 C ° nnection his 
that said Phihp SaTker Z "J Co "Wi 
■r«hn Hays “ **™» 

That on or about the 2d day of June 1 hi 3 .i 
« » »d oqnity e« i« ing ™ 
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cates of stock of said General Cotton Securities Company 
claimed by Doremus and Du Bois be delivered over to the 
said plaintiffs or their attorney in said action, said Gittings, 
and certificates of stock were accordingly delivered, as de¬ 
ponent is informed and verily believes. 

That said action of Sully vs. Hammond came on for trial 
on the 13th day of May, 1915; that said trial commenced on 
.said day and continued daily thereafter until the 5th day 
of June, 1915, and that on or about the 6th day of June, 
1915, the jury in said case disagreed and was discharged. 

That while said action of Sully vs. Hammond was being 
tried in the Supreme Court of the District as aforesaid the 
appelles herein, Doremus and Du Bois, each instituted an 
action for conversion against the appellant herein in the 
Superior Court of the City of Baltimore, State of Maryland; 
that the appellee Gittings was one of the attorneys for the 
plaintiffs in said actions, and that the complaints in said ac¬ 
tions were served upon said John Hays Hammond on or 
about the 21st day of May, 1915, while he was on his way 
to the city of New York from the city of Washington, D. C., 
where he had been attending said trial of Sully vs. Ham¬ 
mond as one of the defendants and as a witness in said case; 
that said actions instituted in the city of Baltimore as afore¬ 
said are for the conversion of said shares or certificates for 
shares of stock of said General Cotton Securities Company 
dealt with in said equity action as aforesaid. 

That thereafter and on or about the 16th dav of June. 
1915. this action was commenced in said Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia for an injunction restraining ap¬ 
pellees Doremus, Du Bois. and Gittings from prosecuting 
said actions in the Superior Court of Baltimore City on the 
ground that said actions were vexatious, and that appellees 
had already litigated the same issues and obtained relief in 
said equity action in the Supreme Court of the District. 
That a rule to show cause why a temporary injunction should 
not be granted was served on the appellees herein between 
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of June, 1915?Sdappe] f li n me d 19 a 15; ?**' °" the 23d da y 
MU, and on the 25*^ ? f Z e *7® 

s " er to said bill - that an 1 i,„ o 5 ’ the ^ fiIed an an- 
injunction was denied .he role o 7 ° f JUDe ’ 1915 ' the 
and the bill dismissed \ n \ ?h ° W cause Charged 
and allowed bv the court' and I , mmediateI y ta ken 

the deposit of security and the fflinToT by 

ST ” d 

in Jin'.ht™,'S, 0 ,' rf 0 S7[j 1 “ e ' “ 7“ “»"■ P-* 

- r.l^.niri bv"S rSL" ?,?" ?"'* H "'"' 

ZZtlXSgXt — - 

and „„ lkoltt “J 

- - a 

srstt **• r ">» 

nv.|n„v,, in . li e re, “” m hl “ «» City of 

That on the 19 th day of Julv 191 ^ Q rwc j 
of the record in this case was fil’e^n ’tK r ^script 
of the District of Columbia h ® C °. Urt ° f A PP ea 's 

ponent paid all posts of nrint' j P ° n notlce thereof de- 
tion therewith and on the 7 ‘'"I e0 . Urt cost ° in con nec- 

was sent to the printer „ 7 ^ ° f 8 ". ,d m ° nth the record 
believes. P ’ * deponent 18 informed and verily 

That on the 28 th dav of Tulv iqis j 

Printed copies of the transcript of record SdT"^^ 

Of Appeals of this District. ^ d the Court 

That deponent was not acquainted witv. i 
tice in the Court of Appeals of the District of CoT^and 
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assumed that the time for filing a brief in said court might 
be extended from time to time by agreement between the 
counsel or attorneys for the parties to such appeal, as may 
be done in the State of New York. 

That during the months of August and September, 1915, 
deponent made diligent efforts to have another attorney sub¬ 
stituted in place of said Philip W alker, Esq., to represent 
said John Hays Hammond, but owing to the fact that it 
was then the summer vacation and that said John Hays 
Hammond was consequently absent from his office in the 
city of New York a large part of the time, and also owing to 
the absence from their offices in the city of W ashington of 
such attorneys as were known to said John Hays Ham¬ 
mond, whose employment either temporarily or permanently 
was contemplated, no substitution of attorneys was effected 
until on or about the 4th day of October, 1915, when the 
present attorney for said John Hays Hammond accepted a 

retainer, as hereinafter set forth. 

That on the 8th day of September, 1915, deponent re¬ 
ceived notice from the clerk of said Court of Appeals that 
the brief upon said appeal must l)e filed on or before the 10th 
day of September, 1915, or said appeal would be dismissed ; 
that immediately upon receiving such notice deponent tele¬ 
graphed to the appellee Gittings, who was attorney of record 
for the appellees upon said appeal, requesting him to grant 
an extension of the time to file a brief upon said appeal; that 
a copy of said telegram (marked “Exhibit A”) is hereto an¬ 
nexed and made a part hereof; that deponent also on said 
8th day of September. 1915, wrote and sent a letter to said 
Philip Walker, Esq., a copy of which is hereto annexed 
(marked “Exhibit B”), and made a part hereof, requesting 
said Philip Walker, as attorney of record for said John Hays 
Hammond, to attend to the extension of time to file said 
briefs. 

That, no reply having l>een received, on the following day 
deponent endeavored to reach said Philip Walker by tele¬ 
phone, and also endeavored to reach Frank S. Bright, Esq., 



2d dK, P bu t ti n Lible h , e ^ City 0f Washin g“>n, in 
eitlier of them. t0 g6t ' nt ° comniu nication with 

That on the 10th day of September l<m a 
ceived a telegram from ’ , lo > de P onen ‘ re- 

'vhich (marked ‘-Exhibit C - ’) TT ° ,ttlngs ’ a C0 P- V of 

of time to file said bripf«* th * a ©^tension requested 

to said Philip Walker Esq en lmrned iately wrote 

extension, aid ^ 

‘hat deponent also sent such 1 ‘ the Same ’ and 

Gittings, requesting h.s signatumTf tb 0 " *° appellee 
that said Philip Walker would ^ h and statin « 

said John Havs Hammond • tl t gD tlC Same on l,< “ ,lal f of 
said stipulation (»,!?’. ‘-T® of . said letters and 
and “F”\ u respectively Exhibits “D ” “E ” 

and F ) are hereto annexed an,I made a pan hereof ’ 

ponent received ^^etter “dm d - 

Eaq-, stating that -STlSS ^ “ AM “’ 

the city of Washintrton • tltQf P +1 er v ' as a ^ent from 
ceived a letter from appellee Gitti^ 891116 ^ deponent re ‘ 
to Sign the above-mentioijed^tipu^atbn 111 '*** * ™ 
tension of the time to file briefs „i», n ’ 7 8I ? nt any ex ‘ 

«hieh letter (marked “Exhibit G”) iT^ appeal - a C0 Py o{ 
made a part hereof Th! } ,S hereto anne *ed and 

to said letter and wrote to said Philip wX^T- Feplied 
of the situation and requesting hi • • , ker ’ advlsin g him 

letters (marked respectively Exhibited” « d ^T>) ^ 
hereto annexed and made a part hereof. } “ re 

ponenTreceived “vo rertain^Iett^^f September ’ 1915 , do- 
in which he statldXt he ^ 

«nd that h.Z 1“”,"?" T° «“ «»•* 

case; that «aid letters <r P i T ^ be of Stance in the 
and “K-’M „ ,, f (marked respectively Exhibits “J” 

and K ) are hereto annexed and made a part hereof 
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That on the 28th day of September, 1915, deponent wrote 
to Frederic D. McKenney, Esq., of Washington, D. C., 
requesting him to appear as attorney for said John Hays 
Hammond upon said appeal, and that on or about the 4th 
day of October, 1915, said Frederic D. McKenney agreed 
to appear as attorney for said John Hays Hammond. 

That on the 5th day of October, 1915, deponent received 
a letter from the clerk of said Court of Appeals notifying 
deponent that said appeal had been dismissed by reason of 
appellant's failure to lile a brief therein; that a copy of said 
letter (marked “Exhibit L ") is hereto annexed and made a 
part hereof. 

That the reason for appellant's failure to tile a brief upon 
said appeal was that he was not represented by any attor¬ 
ney upon said appeal, and because deponent was not familiar 
with the rules governing such appeal and believed that it 
would be possible to fix the time for tiling said briefs by 
agreement between the attorney for the appellees and the 
attorney who might be employed to represent said John 
Hays Hammond upon said appeal, and because said Walker, 
who filed the bill and argued the same, was not available to 
assist deponent or any new attorney in the timely prepara¬ 
tion of a brief; and by reason of the absence from Washing¬ 
ton, 1). C., of attorneys known to this deponent who might 
have been available to the appellant. 

(Sgd.) WM. WOODWARD BALDWIN. 

Sworn to before me this 8th day of October, 1915. 

(Sgd.) JAMES A. SWEET, 

Notary Public, Westchester County. 

Certificate filed in N. Y. County. Co. Clerk #119, Reg. 
#6276. 


/ 
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“Exhibit A.” 

John C. Gittixgs, Esq., ’ Se P‘e™ber 8, 1915. 

/o Gittings & Chamberlin, Attorneys at Law 482 
Louisiana Avenue, Washington, D.C.: 

Twenty-eight Wfv-Hve 1 W'n'TT 1 . against Dor emus et al. 

CZtTbeen f"* 

M. A\ OODWARD BALDWIN. 


“Exhibit B.” 


win UC 




Re Hammond vs. Doremus, Du Hois and Gittings. 

Philip Walker, Esq., 

I won Trust Building, Washington D C 

zFpZ'SZi SS2 

T.nt aL- SST*— 

Please wire answer my expense,” instant. 

bu^ thus far (five p. m.) have received no response whatso- 

2j 
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I must ask you, as a personal favor to me, you being still 
the attorney of record, to obtain an extension of preferably 
twenty days for filing this brief. Please wire me on receipt 
of this letter (my expense), if the matter can be arranged. 

I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

WM. WOODWARD BALDWIN. 

W. W. B/G. 


“Exhibit C.” 


F57B 13 Collect 

Narra Pier Ri 1105 A 10 


1915 SEP 10 AM 11 17 


Wm Woodward Baldwin 82 

2 Rector Street New York N Y 
Your wire received here by mail no objection to granting 
your request 


JOHN C GITTINGS 


“Exhibit D.” 

September 10, 1915. 

Re Hammond vs. Doremus, Du Bois & Guttings. 

Philip Walker, Esq., 

Union Trust Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Walker: In your absence I applied to Mr. Git- 
tings for an extension of twenty days’ time in which to file 
brief in the above appeal. As no substitution of attorneys 
has, as yet, taken place, L should be pleased if you would 
sign the enclosed stipulation and send it to Mr. Gittings. I 




£"^" i “ " cif ' TOa, ' in “» i„ 

I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure 1. WM> W00D WARD BALDWIN. 

W. W. B.—G. 


“Exhibit E.” 

COURT OF APPEALS OF THE DISTRICT OF CO 

LUMBIA. 

No. 2855. 

•John Hays Hammond, Appellant, 

, Ir against 

Willard D. Doremus, Addison G. Du Bois, and John C. 

(jittings. Appellees. 

ann!li 1S stl Pulated and agreed that the time of the 

appellant above-named for filing . . . lne 

Dated: September 10th, 1915. 

WM. W00D«~ 

Of Counsel . 
Attorney for Appellees. 
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“Exhibit F.” 


September 10, 1915. 

Re Hammond vs. Doremus, Du Bois & Gittings. 

John C. Gittings, Esq., 

Attorney at Law, 

Louisiana Avenue, W ashington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I find at my office today reply to my telegram 
requesting an extension of time to file appellant s brief in 
the matter of the above-entitled appeal, for which please 
accept my thanks. 

I enclose herewith stipulation, which I will request you 
to sign, with such modifications as may be necessary, pro¬ 
vided a written stipulation is required, as is the case in this 
jurisdiction. 

I will have Mr. Walker, who still remains attorney of 
record for the appellant, sign copy of the same for your files, 
as soon as he returns to his office. 

I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

WM. WOODWARD BALDWIN. 

Enclosure. 

W. W. B./G. 


1 
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“Exhibit G.” 


Gittings & Chamberlin, 
Attorneys and Counsellors at Law, 
482 Louisiana Avenue, 
Washington, D. C. 


lAjili UC1 






^ illiam Woodward Baldwin, Esq., 
#2 Rector Street, New York. 


In re Hammond vs. Doremus. 

Dear Sir: On my return to the office this morning I find 
,»u„ „f tenth With «closn„. , *** 

application was made to the Court of Appeals for an ex¬ 
tension of time, and under the rules stands dismissed 
I am returning herewith your proposed stipulation as no 

actffin'Tv th 6 P ? rtle V S T effeCtiVe ’ but requires ^fmative 
action by the court, and I refer you to rule 8 #3 of the 

Rules of the Court of Appeals. 

1 am advised by the clerk that the case of Daniel J. Sullv 

Z A " T H “ mmond stands No - 15 on the October trial 
calendar and wdl probably be reached for trial about the 
second week in October. 

Yours truly, 

JOHN C. GITTINGS. 


i 






“Exhibit H.” 


September 14, 1915. 

Re Hammond vs. Doremus et al. 

John C. Gittings, Esq., 

c/o Messrs. Gittings <£ Chamberlin, 

482 Louisiana avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir. I am in receipt of yours of September 13th, 
which I am unable to reconcile with your telegram of Fri¬ 
day, the tenth instant, in which you stated that my request 
for an extension of time is granted, which telegram you sent 
in response to my previous request, and incidentally at my 
expense, as was quite proper, but which makes your apparent 
revocation even less understandable. 

\\ ith reference to the rule, I, of course, understood that 
the appeal would be formally dismissed, but had no doubt 
it could be reinstated with your consent, and it was to ob¬ 
tain such consent that 1 telegraphed and wrote you. 

I remain, 

Very truly yours, 

WM. WOODWARD BALDWIN. 
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“Exhibit I.” 


D „ September 14, 1915. 

e a.mmoxd vs. Doremus et al 
Philip \\ alker, Esq., 

f tllOJl Trust Sniidinn 11' i • 

Washington, D. C 
-DEAR \fp \v ^ * 

instant regarding getting In” 1^! ‘'° U ° n ^ 8th and 10th 

^ equity case'but owin^ TUT ^ 40 fiIe brief in 

these letters were not received by* vou ““ ° m the ° ity 

1 ^legraphed Gittings on the 8th inst. : 

et al rlvemy^ght'Mvfi yi"\v’u' against D °remus 
from active participation l ,A5 er havin 8. retired 
cumstanees no substitute i • °'' In g to various cir- 
Will you sicn stinnllf ' hav,n g selected by me 

for twenty days from SeMp^l 1 ^"!® H" 16 briefs 

wire answer nfy expTn2? ^ tenth in ^<nt Please 

And n«WI , „ p ,,. Um „ , o||owj; 

mitS y’Z ZSSr tm b - ““ “ <*i««on n. 

J.l^rzzjrz "i “°"r mi " d » “>• «b. 

I enclose herewith. “ etter ' , "'‘P- V °f which 

extL£,n 7,Z1 tT «—•—< f« ... 

notice of the expiration /,fTlZ ' ' V<m,d haVe r( *eivtd 
expired. !“ .«>» » 1- .«o.U, 

reinstate the appeal under *>u-h • ** an eiLS - v matter to 

this can be done e.rcumstances, and no doubt 

far ns I know, no one hJhJl f ' ttlngs letter - So 

in the case. I „ m 40 Substitute 

I remain, g Ha,nmond today. 

Very truly yours, 

Enclosure. WM " 00DWARD BALDWIN. 

W. W. B./G. 
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“Exhibit J.” 

Philip Walker, 

Attorney at Law, Union Trust Building, W ashington, D. C. 
Telephone, Main 7054. 

September 14, 1915. 

William Woodward Baldwin, Esq., 

# 2 Rector street, New I ork. 

Dear Mr. Baldwin : I have your two letters on my return 
from New England this morning. The matter of the brief 
is before the Court of Appeals, and I am not of record there. 
That is the point at which 1 halted. 1 could not appear 
there without being responsible for the brief, and 1 was not 
in a position to take such responsibility. I am sorry that I 

cannot help you. 

Yours truly, 

(Signed) PHILIP WALKER. 


“Exhibit K.” 

Philip Walker, 

Attorney at Law, L nion I rust Building, W ashington, D. C. 
Telephone, Main 7054. 

September 15, 1915. 

William Woodward Baldwin, Esq., 

# 2 Rector street, New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Baldwin : I have your letter of the 14th, which 
crossed mine. I see nothing to be done in reinstating the 
appeal but to apply to the court for leave. I am told that 
this is granted with reluctance. As you had no member of 
the bar employed, who might file the brief, you might urge 

that fact. 




A V 

ing been advlnc^d ^ Chif/J^e cT nU “ bered 15 ’ hav ' 
summer at Gittings’ request It'** C °' 1 ? gt °“ dunn « the 
the judges to T nt an Zly trial, ^£££2”* " 

should ^attended’to.‘ 0U ^ Urrange f0r * Iater da y> bu ‘ it 

ofLTw^dt *5 west , the latter part 

Yours truly, ' ln the case - 

PHILIP WALKER. 


“Exhibit L.” 
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To Messrs. Justin M. Chamberlin and Corry M. Stadden, 
Attorneys for Willard I). Doremus ct al., Appellees: 

Please take notice that the heforegoing motion to rein¬ 
state cause for argument will he called to the attention of the 
court on Thursday the 14th day of October, A. D. 1915, at 
ten o'clock a. m. or as soon thereafter as counsel can be 
heard. 

FREDERIC D. McICENNEY, 
Appearing Specially for Appellant. 

Service of copy of beforegoing motion, affidavit, exhibit, 
and notice admitted this — day of October, A. D. 1915. 
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